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Note that the wealthiest Americans

will get only a 25-percent decrease in
their effective capital gains tax rates,
while those in the lowest tax brackets
will enjoy a full 50-percent reduction.

Not only will large investors receive
incentives to create jobs, but this relief
will now be enjoyed by smaller inves-
tors as well.

It is high time that lower- and mid-
dle-income families get some meaning-
ful capital gains tax relief. For the
first time in years, lower-income tax-
payers will enjoy single digit rates of
taxation on their capital gains.

INFLATION

One of the best reasons for a cut in
the capital gains tax rate is that a size-
able portion of all capital gains re-
ported are caused by inflation. In fact,
economists estimate that on average,
about half of all capital gains are infla-
tionary in nature.

Mr. President, I have never heard
anyone try to argue that taxing infla-
tionary gains is fair—either for the
rich or for anyone else. There is simply
nothing fair about having to pay tax on
inflationary gains.

In fact, a tax on inflationary capital
gains is not a tax on income at all or
even on the increase in the real value
of the asset. It is purely a tax on cap-
ital, very much like the property tax,
but assessed only when the property is
sold.

This bill helps to ameliorate infla-
tionary gains by providing a 50-percent
capital gains deduction. In most cases,
this should effectively nullify the tax
on the inflation element. This is fair
tax treatment—for everyone.

TAX DISTRIBUTION

Many of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have expressed concern
that the dollar amounts of a capital
gains tax cut will go disproportion-
ately to those in the highest tax brack-
ets. Let me make three points about
this, Mr. President.

First, despite the continual rantings
and ravings by liberals about tax
breaks for the rich, our tax system has
gotten more and more progressive over
the past years, as illustrated by chart
3.

Note that in 1993, the top 1 percent of
all taxpayers paid almost 29 percent of
all income taxes while the bottom 50
percent of all taxpayers paid less that
5 percent.

Since 1980, our income tax system
has gotten much more progressive. If
capital gains tax cut opponents think
our system is so drastically unfair, I
want to ask them a question: If these
percentages do not satisfy you, what
percentages will?

Second, many millions of American
families currently pay no Federal in-
come taxes at all. It makes little sense
to talk about these people in terms of
tax relief. A hundred percent of zero is
still zero.

By definition, it is impossible to give
income tax relief to those who pay no
income taxes in the first place. If we
want to talk about taking from higher-

income taxpayers and giving to lower-
income taxpayers, let us call it what it
really is—welfare.

Third, opponents of capital gains tax
relief must assume that wealthier tax-
payers who realize capital gains take
the money and bury it in the back yard
or stuff it into a mattress.

Opponents ignore the fact that this
money is almost always immediately
put back into the economy, where it
goes to work creating jobs and adding
to investment capital available for
business creation or expansion. The ul-
timate fairness of the cut in the capital
gains tax is that economic and job op-
portunities will be enhanced for all
Americans because of this bill.

In conclusion, Mr. President, for the
reasons cited in chart 4, I firmly be-
lieve that the capital gains tax cut pro-
visions in this bill are fair. They are
fair for all American families because
all American families will derive a
great deal of benefit from them.

I sincerely hope that my colleagues
will take the time to consider the
points I have made and vote in favor of
this much-needed reform to our tax
law.

The bottom line, as I see it, is that
our current capital gains tax rates are
an effective tax on initiative, invest-
ment, and planning ahead—all things
that we say we should encourage peo-
ple to do.

It is time for our tax policy to reflect
our national values.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two tables referred to in
my statement be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Chart No. 1—Who reports capital gains?

Percent
AGI >$50,000, 3.4 million people ......... 38
AGI of $50,000 or less, 5.5 million peo-

ple ................................................... 62
2.9 million people, AGI >$75,000 ......... 21
AGI of $75,000 or less, 7 million people 79
Source: Treasury Department.

CHART NO. 2—WHO ENJOYS THE GREATEST TAX RATE
REDUCTION?

[In percent]

Income tax brackets: ........................... 39.6 36 31 28 15
Current capital gains tax rate ............ 28 28 28 28 15
Effective rate under this bill: .............. 21 18 15.5 14 7.5
Percentage Reduction: ......................... 25 36 45 50 50

* Assumes the Alternative Minimum tax applies.

CHART NO 4.—Why Is the Capital Gains
Deduction Fair?

It gives the largest percentage decrease to
those in the lower tax brackets.

Most of the returns filed showing capital
gains come from lower- and middle income
taxpayes.

It reverses the 1986 capital gains tax in-
crease on the middle-class.

It reduces, if not eliminates, the cruel and
unjustifiable tax on inflationary gains.

It stimulates the economy to create more
jobs and opportunity for those on the lower
rungs of the economic ladder.

f

PMA VICTORY
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise

today to declare victory for rural com-

munity and small city electric rate-
payers. I am pleased that both the
House and the Senate budget reconcili-
ation bills do not contain any language
requiring a sale of the Southeastern,
Southwestern or Western Power Mar-
keting Administrations—collectively
known as the PMAs. As I have stated
on this floor many times before, this is
a critical issue to my fellow South Da-
kotans.

As my colleagues know, during Sen-
ate consideration of the Budget Resolu-
tion earlier this year, my colleague
from Montana, Senator BAUCUS, and I
offered an amendment that expressed
the Senate’s opposition to the sale of
the Southwestern, Southeastern and
Western Area Power Administrations.
The Senate voted overwhelmingly
against a motion to table that amend-
ment.

The balanced budget reconciliation
bill now before us reflects the wishes of
the Senate. The PMAs represent a gov-
ernment program that works. They
provide affordable power to rural com-
munities and small cities and still
manage to turn a profit for the Federal
Government.

As I have said again and again, sale
of the PMAs would have a devastating
effect on South Dakota citizens in
rural communities and small cities—
and on people across the country.

Public power serves many functions
in South Dakota. As a sparsely popu-
lated State, utilities are faced with the
challenge of how to get affordable elec-
tricity for those who live in small
cities and rural communities where
there are less than two people per mile
of transmission line. Public power pro-
vides the solution.

Public power, purchased through the
Western Area Power Administration,
known as WAPA, costs South Dakotans
an average of 2.5 cents less than the
market rate. This lower cost is essen-
tial to encourage economic develop-
ment in small cities and towns. It al-
lows revenue to be reinvested in addi-
tional transmission lines, and better
service. The availability of hydropower
from the Missouri River to rural co-
operatives and municipalities has
helped to stabilize power rates. With
7,758 miles of transmission lines in the
Pick-Sloan region, WAPA can serve
133,100 South Dakotans—without
charging them an arm and a leg.

Public power has brought more than
electricity to South Dakota. For exam-
ple, Missouri Basin Municipal Power
Agency, based in Sioux Falls, has em-
barked on a program offering incen-
tives for planting trees. The goal is to
plant at least one tree for each 112,500
meters in the Agency’s membership
territory.

Public power also brings new jobs to
the communities it serves. In part due
to the low cost of power from East
River Electric, there are now three in-
jection molding plants based in Madi-
son, SD.

East River Electric also is involved
in other economic development activi-
ties. It provides classes to help the
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community attract new businesses, and
offers grants for feasibility studies as-
sociated with economic development
projects. South Dakota clearly has
benefitted from the work of Jeff Nel-
son, the general manager of the East
River Electric Power Cooperative.

Public power is a South Dakota suc-
cess story. It is a source of innovation,
development, and community pride. I
am sure the same is true in other small
cities and rural communities across
America. That is why I fought against
proposals to sell WAPA and two other
power marketing administrations. The
proposal to sell the PMAs was a budg-
etary smoke-and-mirrors effort to dis-
guise a backdoor tax on rural and
small city Americans.

In fact, a PMA sale would force
South Dakotans—and public power
consumers everywhere—to cover for
the rest of America. Why? Because the
sale of the PMAs could result in rate
increases totaling more than $47 mil-
lion.

Some argued that the sale of the
PMAs would generate revenue for the
Federal Government. Would it? Let us
look at the facts.

PMAs still owe almost $15 billion in
principal. Also, more than $9 billion in
interest already has been paid to the
Federal Government. By selling the
PMAs, the government would forfeit
future interest earning on the out-
standing loans.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice [CBO] recently released its scoring
of a House proposal to sell the South-
eastern Power Administration [SEPA].
The proposal, approved by the House
Transportation and Natural Resources
Committees, limited the sale only to
actual power generation and the right
to market the power.

CBO scored the House proposal to sell
SEPA at zero—showing that the sale
would cause no gain or loss to the
Treasury. In other words, CBO certified
what I have said all along—that a PMA
sale would not generate net revenue.

In addition, CBO estimated that the
proposal to sell SEPA would cause
rates to increase up to 75 percent in
some areas. CBO noted that the sup-
posed rate ‘‘cap’’ included in the House
proposal would do nothing to protect 95
percent of the rural electric coopera-
tives or municipal utilities that buy
power from SEPA from significant rate
increases. This proves what South Da-
kotans have known all along—selling
the PMAs would rob rural ratepayers
and destroy a vital community re-
source.

Mr. President, I am pleased that with
strong bipartisan support, we fought
successfully to prove the worth of pub-
lic power. We demonstrated how nec-
essary it is to the lives of rural and
small city Americans. I am proud of
the people of South Dakota who have
stated their message loud and clear—
through thousands of postcards, let-
ters, and phone calls. South Dakotans
such as Ron Holsteen, Bob Martin, and
Jeff Nelson have been leaders in their

opposition to the proposed PMA sale
and I again congratulate them and
commend their hard work. They and
their counterparts are the true heroes
in this victorious battle.

Public power is a solid investment
for the Nation. Public power is one of
the great success stories of South Da-
kota. There is no question: For now, we
have won the war for the continued ex-
istence of public power. This is a vic-
tory for all Americans who reside in
small cities and rural communities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Would the Senator from New Mexico
suggest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I thank
the Senator.

The absence of a quorum has been
suggested. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to Senator KYL off the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President.
If there is a single vote on which the
American people will judge the success
or the failure of this Congress, if there
is a single vote this session that will
change the course of American history,
it will be the vote on the Balanced
Budget Reconciliation Act, which is be-
fore us today.

This single vote will determine
whether we finally face up to the grim
reality of a national debt that is $4.9
trillion and growing daily, a debt that
now amounts to $18,500 for every man,
woman and child in this country, or
whether we continue the spending
spree that we have been on for the last
20 years at the expense of our children
and grandchildren.

This single vote is more important
than the votes on the balanced budget
amendment and the line-item veto.
Those are the tools that will help us
balance the budget and keep it there.
This bill actually balances the budget.

This single vote will determine
whether we keep the promises we made
to the American people last fall that
we would balance the budget and pro-
vide badly needed tax relief or whether
it is business as usual: Promises out
the door as soon as it is time to make
the final decisions, the difficult deci-
sions.

I believe that this Congress, the new
majority and the American people who
sent us here last year believe that it is
different. We have spoken, we have
worked, we have voted for the fiscal re-
straint for years but never had the
votes in the Congress to prevail. This
time is different. We finally have the
chance and the numbers to prove what

we say is what we mean: That Govern-
ment is too big, that it costs too much,
that it intrudes too far into the lives of
our people and that, finally, we are
willing to do something about it.

Mr. President, this is the most cru-
cial vote that we will cast, and I am as-
suming that the majority of this body
will support this Balanced Budget Rec-
onciliation Act and put this country on
the right course for the next century.

I believe this Congress—the new ma-
jority that the American people sent
here last year—is different. We have
spoken, we have worked, we have voted
for fiscal restraint for years, but have
never had the votes in Congress to pre-
vail. This time is different. We finally
have the chance, and the numbers, to
prove that we mean what we say—that
government is too big, it costs too
much, and it intrudes too far into the
lives of our people—and that we are
willing to do something about it.

Former Education Secretary Bill
Bennett probably said it best in testi-
mony before the Budget Committee
earlier this year. He said:

We have created a nanny state that takes
too much from us in order to do too much for
us. This has created inefficiency, sapped in-
dividual responsibility, and intruded on per-
sonal liberty.

Mr. President, it is time to change
course.

Fourteen years ago, President
Reagan embarked on a similar mission
to curb Federal spending, cut taxes,
and reduce regulation. He succeeded in
cutting taxes—and that launched the
longest peacetime economic expansion
in our Nation’s history. And, I will talk
about that a little more later.

Yes, deficits soared. But that was not
because of the tax cuts. It was because
the majority in Congress at the time
did not have the courage or the will to
limit Federal spending.

In the budget we have before us,
spending growth is limited to about 3
percent a year. Had Congress been able
to exercise the same restraint begin-
ning in fiscal year 1982—the first year
President Reagan had full control of
the budget—the budget would not only
have balanced in fiscal year 1989, there
would actually have been a $73.5 billion
surplus. Instead, Congress let spending
grow by about twice that rate. Spend-
ing skyrocketed from $745.8 billion in
fiscal year 1982 to $1.1 trillion by fiscal
year 1989.

So even as revenues grew dramati-
cally—from $617.8 billion in fiscal year
1982 to $990.7 billion in fiscal year
1989—the deficit soared because spend-
ing grew faster. A 60.4-percent increase
in revenues was not enough for the
spendthrift majority in Congress.

To my colleagues who say this is no
time for a tax cut, let me tell you that
the middle-class tax cut in our budget
does not come at the expense of a bal-
anced budget, but as a result of one. It
is the dividend that the American peo-
ple receive from the downsizing of gov-
ernment: the $200 million reduction in
the congressional budget; the phasing
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out of the Commerce Department; wel-
fare reform; and the consolidation and
elimination of other programs to name
a few.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has certified that our budget meets
its deficit reduction target; will help
the economy; and, as a result, will
produce a $170 billion economic divi-
dend. We can and should return this
dividend to the people. The $170 billion,
combined with $21 billion from the re-
peal of corporate welfare, and billions
of dollars in other savings—none of
which comes from Medicare—allows us
to pay for the tax cut and balance the
budget. That is certified by the CBO,
the agency President Clinton praised
as the most accurate forecaster of
budget numbers.

My colleagues, taxes are a problem,
but it is not because they are too low;
they are too high. Go out and talk to
people in your States. Listen to them.
The typical family now pays over 40
percent of its income in Federal, State,
and local taxes. That is more than it
spends on food, clothing, and shelter
combined. Americans are working
more than 3 hours of every 8-hour
workday just to pay taxes to various
levels of government.

Back in 1948, the typical family paid
only about 3 percent of its income to
the Federal Government in taxes. The
budget balanced that year. In fact, the
entire Federal budget amounted to
only $29.8 billion—about what we will
pay this year for 43 days’ worth of in-
terest on the national debt.

Mr. President, the American people
are not undertaxed. They are over-
taxed. They need relief. When politi-
cians say we cannot afford a tax cut
now, it is because they do not want to
give up the money that is available for
them—for the politicians—to spend.
Well, what about hard-working fami-
lies? What about what they can afford?

These are people struggling every
day to get the kids to school, go to
work, and pay their bills. To the family
with two kids earning $20,000 a year, a
$500 per child tax credit means a lot.

The Heritage Foundation recently es-
timated that 344,152 taxpayers in Ari-
zona—more than 28 million taxpayers
nationwide—are eligible for the $500
per child tax credit. Heritage esti-
mated that 47,552 taxpayers in Ari-
zona—3.5 million nationwide—would
see their entire income tax liability
eliminated as a result of the $500 per
child tax credit. Those taxpayers are
not wealthy, yet they are the ones who
benefit most significantly from the
Senate tax cuts.

In fact, 83 percent of the tax reduc-
tions in this bill will go to those with
annual incomes under $100,000, and 70
percent will go to those with incomes
under $75,000.

The bill includes a capital gains tax
cut. A recent study by the Cato Insti-
tute found that the capital gains cut
will benefit poor and working-class
Americans most. The study found that
the tax reduction would unlock hun-

dreds of billions of dollars in unrealized
capital gains, thus promoting invest-
ment in new technologies and entre-
preneurial ventures. It would ‘‘expand
economic opportunities for working-
class Americans by encouraging capital
formation, new business creation, and
investment in capital-starved areas,
particularly inner cities, and lead to
the creation of more than half a mil-
lion new jobs and increase wages by the
year 2000.’’

People across America are frustrated.
They are struggling day in and day out
to make ends meet, while they watch
the Federal Government squander their
hard-earned tax dollars on everything
from farm subsidies to pork-barrel
highway projects, helium reserves, and
welfare for lobbyists. President Clinton
even wants us to pay ‘‘volunteers’’ to
do their work—pay ‘‘volunteers’’ in the
AmeriCorps program more than the av-
erage American earns in a year.

People in homes across the country
are struggling with an oppressive tax
burden while Congress and the Presi-
dent argue about who is rich, and about
how much ‘‘we’’ can afford to give up
in tax revenue. My colleagues, it is the
American people—not government—
that needs help, and this bill takes a
small, but meaningful, step in that di-
rection.

This bill is not radical or draconian.
In fact, the tax cuts will total $245 bil-
lion over 7 years—just 2 percent of the
total amount that the Federal Govern-
ment will collect over that period. It is
modest, and if the American people
knew we were having such a battle
over just 2 percent, they would be
stunned.

Throughout the debate over the next
few days, we will hear a lot about tax
cuts for the rich. Whenever politicians
start to object to tax bills because they
do not tax the ‘‘rich’’ enough, or they
provide too much relief for the ‘‘rich,’’
middle America better hold onto its
wallet. As I pointed out before, more
than 70 percent of the benefit of this
cut goes to those with annual incomes
of less than $75,000, so we are not talk-
ing about the super rich at all.

Remember in 1990 when Congress was
supposedly going to soak the rich with
a luxury tax on expensive cars, boats,
jewelry, and furs? Well, it was not the
rich who ultimately got soaked. The
sale of yachts fell by 73 percent, and
boatyards died. Sales of Cadillacs de-
clined 17 percent. The rich simply
avoided the tax by not buying the
yacht or the Cadillac, and it was the
guy on the line who ultimately paid
the luxury tax—paid with his job. Con-
gress had to repeal it.

In 1993, President Clinton called on
the American people to pay higher
taxes—he called it making a ‘‘contribu-
tion’’ to the Government. But it was
the average woman on her way to work
who found that she had to pay a higher
price for gasoline to get there. It was
the senior citizen making as little as
$34,000 per year who found out he was
among the ‘‘rich’’ President Clinton

had in mind; he ended up paying higher
taxes on his Social Security.

Now President Clinton says he made
a mistake in 1993—that he raised taxes
too much. I agree that he made a mis-
take, but if I recall correctly, he sent
up a budget asking for $359 billion in
new taxes—$100 billion more than he
eventually got. It turned out that there
was no support in Congress for a tax in-
crease of that magnitude, even among
members of his own party. He ulti-
mately had to settle for a tax increase
of ‘‘only’’ $258 billion—still the largest
in history.

Yes, President Clinton did raise taxes
too much, and we have the chance in
this bill to undo some of the damage.
Not only have people been taxed too
much, but they have lost jobs as well.
A constituent of mine, Tom Ford from
Tucson, AZ, contacted me recently
about what the Clinton tax increase
has done to him.

Mr. Ford makes a living as a special
effects specialist for the motion pic-
ture industry. He lost one job on a film
called ‘‘China Spur,’’ which was to
have starred Willie Nelson, Ernest
Borgnine, and Heather Locklear. The
film was canceled when the Clinton tax
increase took effect because the inves-
tor found he did not have enough
money to take a risk on the film.

Tom Ford worked on another movie,
‘‘Waiting to Exhale,’’ with Whitney
Houston. Again, taxes hurt the little
guy. The project went forward, but cor-
ners were cut. Salary and hours were
reduced. Whitney Houston got her full
asking price, and paid all her taxes, as
did Gregory Hines and Angela Bassett
who also starred in the film. But the
guys behind the scene—people like Mr.
Ford—were forced to work for less. It
was they who bore the brunt of the
tighter budget that resulted from high-
er taxes.

What does that mean? Wealthier tax-
payers like Whitney Houston do not
get hurt. She has a great deal of talent,
and will continue to command a good
wage no matter what taxes are levied.
But others are not so fortunate. When
Mr. Ford does not work, or works fewer
hours or for less money, he cannot buy
the extra equipment he needs for
filmmaking. And this, in turn, means
someone who produces the equipment
is also put out of a job. He cannot buy
the new pick-up truck he needs for his
business. The Ford dealer in Tucson
loses a sale, and the factory worker in
Detroit sees her job threatened because
sales fall off.

Mr. Ford pointed out the irony in a
letter to me. He said, ‘‘the only good
thing is that with a lower income
brought on by higher taxes, I am now
paying less in taxes to the govern-
ment.’’ But that is not what is sup-
posed to happen according to the big
taxers.

If you listen to the other side in this
debate, you will hear that higher tax
rates are supposed to bring in more
revenue for the Government. But that
is not what Tom Ford’s experience
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demonstrates. High tax rates cost jobs
and ultimately reduce revenues that
might otherwise accrue to the federal
Treasury.

That is the experience of the 1980’s.
Tax revenues increased from $517 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1980 to $1.03 trillion
by fiscal year 1990. They nearly dou-
bled. And that is despite the fact that
the top income tax rate fell from 70
percent to 28 percent. The share of
total Federal income taxes paid by the
top 10 percent of taxpayers, ranked by
adjusted gross income, rose from just
under 50 percent in 1980 to more than 57
percent by 1988. During a period in
which their marginal rate fell by 60
percent, the wealthy paid almost 19
percent more in dollar terms in Fed-
eral taxes. That is because the tax base
expanded as people worked more, in-
vested more, and took money out of
tax shelters and put it into taxable in-
vestments instead.

Just as the local department store
does not lose money when it holds a
weekend sale—volume more than
makes up for a reduction in price—the
government does not lose revenue when
it reduces tax rates. Just the opposite
occurs. With businesses expanding,
more people working, and more invest-
ments being made, tax revenues will
increase.

The opposite occurs when tax rates
are increased. People change their be-
havior to avoid the higher tax. After
the tax increases of 1990 and 1993, in-
come tax collections actually declined
from 8.6 percent of gross domestic
product [GDP] to 8.2 percent of GDP in
1994.

Even if you disregard the dynamic ef-
fect of the tax cuts proposed in the
budget before us today, tax revenues
are projected to increase substantially.
They will increase from $1.35 trillion in
fiscal year 1995 to $1.85 trillion in fiscal
year 2002. That is $500 billion—half a
trillion—more money than we are col-
lecting today.

Mr. President, how much is enough?
Can the Government not get by with an
extra 35 percent worth of revenue—an
extra half-a-trillion dollars—to spend?
How much more is needed?

Now there is a lot of talk about the
spending cuts in this package; that
they are too deep or that one group or
another is being singled out. The fact
is, most programs are not being cut at
all. Medicare spending, for example,
will rise from $178 billion this year to
$274 billion 7 years from now. In other
words, we will be spending 50 percent
more in 7 years than we spend today.
The average Medicare benefit will go
from about $4,800 per person today to
$6,700 in the year 2002. That is not a
cut. Let us be honest. It is not a cut.

Student loan volume will grow from
$24 billion in 1995 to $36 billion in 2002—
another 50-percent increase. Be honest:
a 50-percent increase is not a cut.

It is the logic that defines a spending
increase as a cut that has gotten us
into this predicament. It is like giving
someone a 50-percent raise and having

that person quit because he thinks his
employer cut his salary. Let us be hon-
est. An increase is not a cut.

Let us make no mistake about what
these deficits mean. When mom, dad,
grandma, and grandpa want more from
the government than they are willing
to pay for in taxes today—that is a
budget deficit—we are all handing the
bill, dollar for dollar—plus interest—to
our sons and daughters, and their chil-
dren yet to come.

Most people agree that the Federal
Government should maintain a social
safety net to provide individuals with
the hand up that they need to escape
hard financial times. No one here is
proposing that we eliminate that help-
ing hand. But, we have got to find a
way to provide a safety net without
leaving future generations with a leg-
acy of debt and despair.

My grandson was born just 5 months
ago and already owns a share of the na-
tional debt that is $18,500 and rising. He
can expect to pay $187,000 in taxes dur-
ing his lifetime just to pay the increase
on the national debt. What will be left
of his income to care for his children?
How will the Government care for the
needy of tomorrow when every dollar
of individual income tax revenue is de-
voted to interest on the national debt?

Mr. President, a balanced Federal
budget offers hope. Yes, it will require
that Congress prioritize spending so
that the most important programs are
not jeopardized. And wasteful programs
will have to be eliminated. Some of the
luxuries will have to be postponed to
another day. A balanced budget will re-
quire heavy lifting, but it offers hope
and opportunity.

The Congressional Budget Office pre-
dicts that a balanced budget would fa-
cilitate a reduction in long-term real
interest rates of between 1 and 2 per-
cent. That means that more Americans
will have the chance to live the Amer-
ican dream—to own their own home. A
2-percent reduction on a typical 30-year
$80,000 mortgage would save home-
owners $107 a month. That is $1,284 a
year, or over $38,000 over the life of the
mortgage.

A 2-percent reduction in interest
rates on a typical $15,000 car loan
would save buyers $676.

The savings would accrue on student
loans, and credit cards, and loans to
businesses that want to expand and
create new jobs. Reducing interest
rates is probably one of the most im-
portant things we can do to help people
across this country.

This bill includes incentives to help
people buy insurance coverage for long-
term health care, and to save in medi-
cal savings accounts. It includes a tax
credit for adoption expenses, and estate
tax reform so that families are not
forced to sell their small businesses
just to pay estate taxes to the Govern-
ment.

This budget represents a break from
business as usual. We are finally mak-
ing the tough choices the American
people sent us here to make. We are
keeping our promises—for a change.

Will some people be unhappy with
the bill? Of course. It is always easier
to hand out money other people earned
than it is to say ‘‘no.’’ Will some say
they have been singled out? Of course.
But if you look at the myriad of inter-
ests that say they have been singled
out, you see that no one has been sin-
gled out at all.

This is a historic debate, the most
important vote many of us will ever
cast. Let us not miss this opportunity
or another one might not arise until it
is too late for our country. Vote for the
Balanced Budget Reconciliation Act.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded and
that I be allowed to speak for 2 min-
utes as in morning business, not to
take away from the time on either
side.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, just

so everyone will understand, we cannot
be doing this because we are very, very
close on getting to the amendments we
have agreed to. In this instance, for 2
additional minutes, I will not object,
just so Senators on our side know we
are not going to be able to do any more
of this until we get on the amendment.
At this time, I will not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the order for the quorum
call is rescinded. The Senator from
Texas is recognized as in morning busi-
ness.

f

ATROCITIES IN BOSNIA

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President, and I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

I want to talk for 2 minutes about
the atrocities that we believe may be
going on right now in Bosnia. I have
submitted a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion so that the Senate can speak out
against these atrocities and ask the
Bosnian Serb leadership to stop forth-
with anything that might be going on
that is a crime in the area of Banja
Luka.

We saw in the Washington Post this
morning and in the New York Times
last week what now appears to be mass
murders in Srebrenica by the Serbs in
July. The problem, Mr. President, is
this may be going on right now around
Banja Luka. I want the U.S. Senate to
speak forcefully, asking the Serb lead-
ership, if they are going to try to sit
down at a peace table, that the least
they can do is allow our Assistant Sec-
retary of State John Shattuck, people
from the United Nations, people from
the Red Cross into the Banja Luka area
to certify that there are not mass mur-
ders going on right now to account for
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